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Letter - L1. Imperial County California Planning, Building
Department. Signatory - Jurg Heuberger. 

Response to Comment L1-1
The second implementation scenario for the Proposed Project (QSA
Implementation) includes the more restrictive limit on IID's future
diversions of Colorado River water on IID's Priority 3 diversions. Under
the maximum transfers provided for under the QSA, IID would retain the
ability to divert in excess of 2.6 MAFY of Colorado River water for
agricultural, industrial, and domestic use within the IID water service
area. In addition, at the end of the initial 45-year term, the IID/SDCWA
Transfer Agreement potentially allows IID to reclaim up to 34 KAFY of
transfer water for M&I use within the Imperial Valley. This amount is
twice the expected growth in M&I use within the IID water service area
over the next 45 years. Therefore, the Proposed Project and
Alternatives described in the Draft EIR/EIS can be implemented without
compromising the Imperial Valley's urban water supply. IID will continue
to make water deliveries reasonably required for municipal and
industrial beneficial uses, including current use and expected growth in
these sectors. Also please see the Master Response on
Socioeconomics Property Values and Fiscal Impact Estimates.
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Response to Comment L1-2
We believe the EIR/EIS is a good faith and reasonable effort to identify
and assess the environmental impacts of the Project and feasible
mitigation measures, based upon available information and assessment
methods. The Lead Agencies will consider all public comments on the
EIR/EIS and evaluate the risks and costs of the Project before
committing to proceed, and farmers will evaluate the advantages and
disadvantages in the voluntary on-farm program before deciding
whether to participate in the water conservation program.

Response to Comment L1-3
The Proposed Project involves implementation of agricultural water
conservation measures only. Under the terms of the Quantification
Settlement Agreement, IID will retain the ability to divert in excess of 2.6
MAFY for agricultural, industrial, and domestic use within the current IID
water service area. In addition, at the end of the initial 45-year term, the
IID/SDCWA transfer agreement potentially allows IID to reclaim up to
34 KAFY of transfer water for municipal and industrial use within the
Imperial Valley. This amount is twice the expected growth in municipal
and industrial use within the IID water service area over the next 45
years. Therefore, the Proposed Project and Alternatives as described in
the Draft EIR/EIS can be implemented without compromising the
Imperial Valley's urban water supply. IID will continue to make water
deliveries reasonably required for municipal and industrial beneficial
uses, including current use and expected growth in these sectors.

Response to Comment L1-4
Please refer to the Master Response on Other — Growth Inducement
Analysis in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS for a discussion of the
potential growth inducement impacts in the SDCWA Service Area. In
response to the comment concerning additional water transfers from
the Imperial Valley, the Water Conservation and Transfer Agreement
between IID and SDCWA stipulates a transfer amount of up to 300
KAFY for a period of up to 75 years. Any additional water transfer
agreements between IID and SDCWA or any other water purveyor
would require a separate agreement and corresponding environmental
documentation.
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Response to Comment L1-5
While the Proposed Project proposes to change the use of Lower Colorado River water conserved and transferred from IID to SDCWA from agricultural to M&I use, a change in future
water supply to SDCWA would not occur. Please refer to the Master Response on Other—Growth Inducement Analysis in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS for a discussion of the potential
growth inducement impacts in the SDCWA service area. The Proposed Project would not provide new water for new development in the San Diego region, but would only secure more
reliable water supplies for existing customer demand. In addition, the Proposed Project does not involve construction of any new SDCWA facilities, and no new water pipelines or
aqueducts are proposed. The water transferred from IID would be transported via the existing MWD Colorado River Aqueduct and other existing transmission facilities. No new delivery
systems are proposed that would provide water to currently undeveloped lands.
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Response to Comment L1-6
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Growth Inducement
Analysis in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L1-7
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Desalination in
SDWCA Service Area and Comments Calling for Increased
Conservation in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment L1-8
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Desalination in
SDWCA Service Area and Comments Calling for Increased
Conservation in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L1-9
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Desalination in
SDCWA Service Area and Comments Calling for Increased
Conservation in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L1-10
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Desalination in
SDWCA Service Area and Comments Calling for Increased
Conservation in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L1-11
Refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Consistency with the
State Implementation Plan for PM10 in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment L1-12
Please refer to the Master Responses on Air Quality−−Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, Air Quality−−Air Quality Issues
Associated with Fallowing, and Biological Resources−−Approach to
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L1-13
Please refer to the Master Responses on Air Quality−−Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, Air Quality−−Air Quality Issues
Associated with Fallowing, and Biological Resources Approach to
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L1-14

Evaporative losses from IID canals are estimated to be less than 40
AFY. The amount of water that could be conserved versus the high cost
of pipelining canals ($1.8 to $2.6 million/mile) makes covering canals
neither reasonable nor feasible. Over 1,100 of IID's 1,465 miles of
canals are lined with concrete. Lining reduces seepage losses and also
reduces canal bank vegetation, there by reducing phreatophyte
evapotranspiration losses.

Transpiration refers to the movement of water from the crop root zone
through the plant and release to the atmosphere through the leaf
stomata. Deficit irrigation, and associated yield and quality losses, and
fallowing are the only feasible methods of reducing crop transpiration. 

Response to Comment L1-15
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Air Quality Issues
Associated with Fallowing in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment L1-16
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L1-17
Please refer to the Master Responses on Air Quality−−Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan and Air Quality Wind Conditions at the Salton Sea in Section 9 of this
Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment L1-18
Water users within IID use water diverted from the Colorado River to
irrigate crop land. On average, Colorado River water contains
approximately one ton of salt per acre-foot of water. As water is
transpired by crops, the salt remains in the soil. In order to maintain the
productivity of the land, the accumulated salts must be leached from the
root zone. IID water users apply a small amount of additional leach
water to carry accumulated salts below the crop root zone.
Approximately 96 percent of farmed fields within the IID water surface
area are underlain by tile drainage lines. These tile drainage lines
collect the leach water and dissolved salts and convey them to the IID
drainage system.

Tile lines are normally placed at depths of 5 to 7 feet below the land
surface and maintain the groundwater level at that depth, even in areas
with high water tables or poor natural drainage. For all Imperial Valley
soils, that depth is sufficient to prevent groundwater, and any salt it may
carry, from seeping to the surface. Therefore, should the water
conservation and transfer program ultimately include a rotational or
short term fallowing component, groundwater will not impact the
stability of the soil surface, nor will the land "sour" due to excessive salt
build up. 

Response to Comment L1-19
Please refer to the following Master Responses in Section 9 of this
Final EIR/EIS: Air Quality Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and
Mitigation Plan; Air Quality Air Quality Issues Associated with
Fallowing, and Air Quality−−Wind Conditions at the Salton Sea.

Response to Comment L1-20
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Air Quality Issues
Associated with Fallowing in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment L1-21
Please refer to the following Master Responses in Section 9 of this
Final EIR/EIS: Air Quality Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and
Mitigation Plan, Air Quality Air Quality Issues Associated with
Fallowing, and Air Quality Wind Conditions at the Salton Sea.

Response to Comment L1-22
Comment noted. See the referenced attachment for full response.
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Response to Comment L1-23
Comment noted.

Response to Comment L1-24
Page 1-29 of the Draft EIR/EIS states, "IID anticipated that the
proceeds from the sale of conserved water would provide economic
benefits to cooperating landowners, tenants, and IID, and an economic
stimulus to the Imperial Valley." This statement is true with regard to the
anticipated socioeconomic effects of the Proposed Project, unless a
substantial portion of the conserved water is generated by fallowing.
The adverse effects of fallowing are described in Section 3.14 of the
Draft EIR/EIS. Regarding the availability of water for agricultural
production, see response to Comment L1-3.

Response to Comment L1-25
The socioeconomic effects of fallowing are described in Section 3.14 of
the Draft EIR/EIS. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, depending on the
eventual implementation of the water conservation program, there could
either be beneficial or adverse impacts to the regional economy. If
water is conserved using on-farm and water delivery system
improvements, it is anticipated that there would be beneficial effects to
regional employment; therefore, there would not be any adverse effects
to mitigate. If fallowing is used to conserve all or a portion of the water
to be transferred, there would be adverse effects to the regional
economy and farm workers as identified in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

The IID Board will consider whether to implement socioeconomic
mitigation measures when it considers whether to approve the
Proposed Project or an alternative to the Proposed Project.

Response to Comment L1-26
No cumulative socioeconomic effects would result from implementation
of the Proposed Project and/or Alternatives in conjunction with the other
projects included in the cumulative impact analysis because all of the
other projects in the analysis would add jobs, in connection with
construction and operation of project facilities, in Imperial County. There
is no cumulative impact unless the adverse impacts of the Proposed
Project and/or Alternatives are exacerbated by implementation of one
or more of the projects included in the cumulative impact analysis.
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Response to Comment L1-27
The Draft EIR/EIS reports the total jobs that are anticipated to be lost
within the Imperial County economy as a result of fallowing in Section
3.14. These job loss estimates include job losses in farm support
industries. Also, refer to the Master Response for Socioeconomics
Property Values and Fiscal Impact Estimates in Section 3 in this Final
EIR/EIS and see responses to Comments L1-24 and L1-25.

Response to Comment L1-28
Comment noted. See the referenced attachment for full response.

Response to Comment L1-29
Refer to the Master Response on Biology Approach to Salton Sea
Habitat Conservation Strategy and Recreation Mitigation for Salton
Sea Sport Fishery in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment L1-30
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 9
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L1-31
IID would create or acquire habitat consisting of native trees (e.g.,
cottonwoods, willows, mesquite, palo verde) to replace the habitat value
of tamarisk scrub if there is a net loss in tamarisk adjacent to the Salton
Sea. IID would not compensate for a reduction in tamarisk scrub by
creating tamarisk-dominated habitat. 
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Response to Comment L1-32
Refer to the Master Responses on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project,
Biology Approach to the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy,
Socioeconomics Property Values and Fiscal Impact Estimates and
Recreation Mitigation of Salton Sea Sport Fishery in Section 9 of this
Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L1-33
The cumulative impacts of this project along with the Palo Verde
Irrigation District project are addressed in the EIR/EIS. Cumulative
impacts have also been addressed in the IA EIS and the QSA PEIR.
Page 5-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS describes the Palo Verde project and
addresses the cumulative impacts of that project along with the
Proposed Project. The conclusion of the analysis is that the changes in
the River levels would be small when compared to the total volume of
water transported annually by the Colorado River. Using a conservative
analysis, the maximum potential habitat affected by the reduced flow
was calculated and mitigation measures are included. The mitigation
would reduce the Proposed Project's contribution to any potential
cumulative impact to biological resources to a level that is less than
cumulatively considerable. Thus, there will not be an adverse
cumulative impact on residential, environmental, and recreational
resources downstream from the project area.

For further details on Lower Colorado River issues, please refer to the
Master Response on Biology Lower Colorado River Mitigation in
Section 9 in this Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment L1-34
Regarding the cumulative impacts of the two programs, refer to
response to Comment L1-33. Regarding types of studies or timing of
studies to address cumulative impacts, no additional cumulative impact
studies are necessary, as the cumulative impacts of the Proposed
Project and the Palo Verde Irrigation District project are addressed in
the EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment L1-35
Reduced flows into and out of the New and Alamo Rivers should have
minimal to negligible impact to archaeological and cultural resources. If
flows were dramatically increased, then the possibility that
archaeological sites could be eroded would increase. Unlike the Salton
Sea where about 16,000 acres of land could be exposed due to
reduced flows, reduced flows in the New and Alamo Rivers will not
significantly expose new ground, and, the ground exposed would have
already been scoured by current flows.

Response to Comment L1-36
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Cumulative Impacts in
Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L1-37
Information on how fallowing would be implemented is presented in the
Draft EIR/EIS in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.3.4) and throughout the
environmental analysis under the Proposed Project and Alternative 4.
The amount of information on the implementation of fallowing that is
necessary to conduct the environmental analysis is also included in the
Draft EIR/EIS in Chapter 2. 

For a clarification of permanent vs. rotational fallowing and  a
discussion of the significant impacts of permanent fallowing, see L1-44.
Also, please see Response to Comment L1-49.
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